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SECRET MBFR VIENNA 0100 

MBFR NEGOTIATIONS 

FROM US REP MBFR 
E.O. 11652: GDS 
TAGS: FARM, NATO 

SUBJECT: MBFR NEGOTIATIONS: REPORT OF MEETING 
JUNE 18, 1974 BETWEEN UK AND SOVIET REPS 

FOLLOWING IS TEXT OF UK DEL OEFS REPORT OF JUNE 18 
CONVERSATION WITH SOVIET DELOFFS SHUSTOV AND KUTOVOI 
AS DISTRIBUTED TO THE AD HOC GROUP ON JUNE 21, 1974. 

BEGIN TEXT. 

1 . MR GOOD ALL AND MR RICHARDS OF THE UK DELEGATION HAD 
LUNCH ON 18 JUNE WITH MM. SHUSTOV AND KUTOVOI AT THE 
RUSSIANS' INVITATION. 
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2. M. SHUSTOV SAID EASTERN REPRESENTATIVES AT THE INFORMAL 
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SESSIONS OFTEN HAD GREAT DIFFICULTY IN DECIDING EXACTLY 
WHAT WESTERN REPRESENTATIVES WERE TRYING TO SAY. THEY 
HAD LONG ARGUMENTS ABOUT INTERPRETATION OF WESTERN REMARKS 

WHICH THEY OETEN COULD NOT RESOLVE. FOR EXAMPLE, 

WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OE WESTERN INSISTENCE ON LIMITING 
THE DURATION OE THE NON-INCREASE COMMITMENT? MR GOOD ALL 
WENT THROUGH THE VARIOUS ASSURANCES WHICH THE ALLIES 
HAVE OFEERED ON THE LINK, INCLUDING THE REVIEW CLAUSE, 

AND THE WAYSHQN WHICH THESE WERE INTENDED TO MEET SOVIET 
CONCERNS. M. SHUSTOV ASKED WHETHER THE OEFER OF A REVIEW 
CLAUSE WAS THEREFORE INTENDED TO PROVIDE THE EAST WITH 
AN OPPORTUNITY TO TERMINATE A PHASE I AGREEMENT. MR 
GOODALL SAID IT WOULD ENABLE THE RUSSIANS TO DRAW THE 
APPROPRIATE CONSEQUENCES. 

3. M. SHUSTOV SAID THE REVIEW PROVISION WAS NEVERTHELESS 
UNSATISEACTORY BECAUSE IT WOULD BE POLITICALLY IMPOSSIBLE 
FOR THE RUSSIANS, EVEN IE THEY ABROGATED A PHASE 

I AGREEMENT, TO RETURN TO CENTRAL EUROPE THE TROOPS THEY 
HAD WITHDRAWN. MR GOODALL SAID THIS WAS CENTAINLY TRUE 
FOR THE WEST. RECENT HISTORY HARDLY SUGGESTED THAT IT 
WOULD IN ALL CIRCUMSTANCES BE TRUE FOR THE RUSSIANS. 

4. M. SHUSTOV SAID THE EAST WERE "STILL NOT CONVINCED" 

THAT THE WEST WANTED A PHASE II NEGOTIATION. ON THE CONTRARY, 
THEY STILL BELIEVED WE DID NOT. IT WAS CLEAR THAT THE WEST 
SOUGHT A PHASE I AGREEMENT ONLY, AFTER WHICH ALL ITS 
NEGOTIATING AIMS WOULD HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED. MR GOODALL 
SAID THAT THE EAST WERE OF COURSE ENTITLED TO THEIR OWN 
ASSESSMENT OF WESTERN INTENTIONS. BUT THIS CONSTRUCTION 
COULD NOT POSSIBLY BE PUT ON WHAT WESTERN REPRESENTATIVES 
HAD ACTUALLY SAID. IT WAS CONSISTENT NEITHER WITH THE 
ASSURANCES WE WERE OFEERING NOR WITH THE KNOWN WISHES 
OF MORE THAN ONE WEST EUROPEAN GOVERNMENT TO REDUCE ITS 
FORCES. THE WEST NEEDED A PHASE II AGREEMENT BOTH IN 
ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE COMMONCEILING AND TO ENABLE WESTERN 
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES TO MAKE THE REDUCTIONS THEY DESIRED, 

BUT FELT ABLE TO MAKE ONLY ON A MUTUAL BASIS AND IN THE 
CONTEXT OF A SATISFACTORY AGREEMENT. 
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5. M. KUTOVOI REFERRED TO MR CALLAGHAN'S RECENT SPEECH 
TO THE FOREIGN PRESS ASSOCIATION AND HIS USE OE THE ARGUMENT 
THAT EUROPEAN DIRECT PARTICIPANTS WOULD BE UNDERTAKING 
OBLIGATIONS DIEFERENT IN KIND FROM THOSE OF THE SOVIET 
UNION AND THE UNITED STATES. TAKEN IN CONJUNCTION WITH 
THE ARGUMENT THAT THE UK DID NOT WISH TO BE TREATED 
DIFEERENTLY FROM ITS EUROPEAN ALLIES THIS PRESUMABLY 
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MEANT THAT THE UK NOW CONTEMPLATED ACCEPTING A CEILING 
ON ITS ENTIRE EORCES. A VIGOROUS REBUTTAL OE THIS 
SUGGESTION LED TO A DISCUSSION OE THE EASTERN DISTINCTION 
BETWEEN EOREIGN AND INDIGENOUS EORCES, WITH M. KUTOVOI 
PRODUCING CHAPTER AND VERSE TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THIS 
DISTINCTION HAD EORMED PART OE NATO TERMINOLOHY BEEORE 
THE BEGINNING OE THE NEGOTIATIONS. M. KUTOVOI POINTED 
OUT THAT THE IMPORTANCE OP THIS DISTINCTION LAY IN ITS 
APPLICATION TO THE REDUCTIONS THEMSELVES. WHEN THE TIME 
CAME TO SETTLE THE DETAILS OE THESE, IT WOULD BE NECESSARY 
TO ESTABLISH EXACTLY WHAT UNITS WERE GOING TO BE REDUCED 
IN EACH COUNTRY'S EORCES, AND WHAT WAS GOING TO HAPPEN TO 
THEM. WHEN THIS POINT WAS REACHED, THERE WOULD BE A CRUCIAL 
DIPEERENCE BETWEEN THE EORCES OP COUNTRIES WITHIN THE 
AREA 

OP REDUCTIONS AND THE EORCES OP COUNTRIES OUSIDE 
IT. WE SEEMED TO WANT TO GIVE THE UK THE BEST OP BOTH 
WORLDS, TREATING IT ON THE SAME BASIS AS THE EUROPEAN 
COUNTRIES POR THE PURPOSE OP PHASING AND ON THE SAME 
BASIS AS THE US POR THE PURPOSE OP WITHDRAWING OUR PORCES 
TO THEIR HOME TERRITORY RATHER THAN DISBANDING THEM. 

6. IN REPLY, MR GOODALL DEVELOPED THE CONPIDENCE ARGUMENT 
MUCH ON THE LINES USED IN THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR'S 
PLENARY STATEMENT OE 20 JUNE, STRESSING THAT THE ONLY 
DISTINCTION WHICH REELECTED POLITICAL AND MILITARY REAL- 
ITIES WAS THAT BETWEEN THE TWO MAJOR PARTICIPANTS AND 
THE REAST. NO ONE COULD CONTEST THAT THE UNITED STATES 
AND THE SOVIET UNION WERE IN A COMPLETELY DIEPERENT 
CATEGORY, IN TERMS OP MILITARY POWER, EROM ALL THE OTHER 
PARTICIPANTS. 

7. MR GOODALL THEN ASKED WHY, IP THE SIGNIPICANCE 
SECRET 
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OP THE POREIGN/NATIONAL PORCES DISTINCTION LAY ONLY IN 
ITS APPLICATION TO THE MODALITIES OP EVENTUAL 
REDUCTIONS, AMBASSADOR KLEIN HAD PLACED SUCH EMPHASIS 
ON IT IN HIS LAST PLENARY STATEMENT. WAS THE WEST INTENDED 
TO DRAW SOME MESSAGE PROM THIS; IT SEEMED ODD 
THAT HE SHOULD DEVELOP THE DISTINCTION AT SUCH LENGTH 
AND THEN END BY COMMENDING THE EASTERN PROPOSALS ON 
THE GROUNDS THAT THEY MADE NO 

SUCH DISTINCTION BUT REQUIRED ALL PARTICIPANTS TO REDUCE 
PROM THE OUTSET IN THE SAME PROPORTION. WAS M. KLEIN 
JUST MAKING A DEBATING POINT, OR WAS HE IMPLYING THAT THE 
EAST COULD ACCEPT PHASED REDUCTIONS IN WHICH POREIGN 
PORCES WOULD BE REDUCED IN PHASE I AND NATIONAL PORCES 
IN PHASE II? 
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8. THIS QUESTION SEEMED TO PUT THE RUSSIANS INTO SOME 
DIEFICULTY; AND IT WAS NOT CLEAR WHETHER M. SHUSTOV IN 
PARTICULAR HAD EULLY UNDERSTOOD IT. M. KUTOVOI SAID THAT 
THE SOVIET POSITION REMAINED THAT ALL FORCES MUST BE REDUCED 
FROM THE OUTSET. BUT M. SHUSTOV DID NOT SEEM TO BE AT 

ALL SURE. HE SAID THAT IT WOULD BE USEEUL TO SECURE REDUC- 
TIONS BY THE UNITED KINGDOM, ADDING THAT THE RUSSIANS 
WERE CONVINCED THAT THE UNITED KINGDOM HAD NO INTENTION 
WHATEVER OF REDUCING ITS EORCES. WITH M. KUTOVOI LOOKING 
SCEPTICAL, HE SAID THAT ONE COULD ENVISAGE A EIRST PHASE 
IN WHICH US, UK AND CANADIAN EORCES WOULD BE REDUCED; 

BUT THEN BAEELINGLY ADDED, ALMOST AS AN AETERTHOUGHT, 

"AND NATIONAL FORCES TOO". 

9. MR GOODALL SAID THAT THERE WAS NO QUESTION OE THE UK 
TAKING PART IN SUCH A PROGRAMME: EOR THE REASONS ALREADY 
GIVEN, THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE US/USSR AND THE REST 
WAS CRUCIAL TO OUR SECURITY AND CENTRAL TO OUR PROPOSALS. 
BUT HE WANTED TO BE SURE 

THAT HE CORRECTLY UNDERSTOOD THE POINT WHICH M. SUSTOV 
SEEMED TO BE MAKING. WAS HE SAYING THAT, ALTHOUGH THE 
STRONG SOVIET PREFERENCE WAS AGAINST A PHASED APPROACH, 
THEY COULD ACCEPT A PHASE I LIMITED, EOR EXAMPLE, TO 
THE US, THE UK AND CANADA? ONCE AGAIN, THE 
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RUSSIANS APPREARED SOMEWHAT AT A LOSS HOW TO ANSWER; 

BUT THEN M. SHUSTOV SAID FIRMLY THAT A PROPOSAL FOR 
A FIRST PHASE IN WHICH ALL EOREIGN EORCES WOULD BE REDUCED 
WOULD BE "HELPEUL" AND WELCOME TO THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

COMMENT 

10. IT IS DIEEICULT TO KNOW HOW MUCH WEIGHT TO PUT ON 
WHAT M. SHUSTOV SAID. IT IS NOT EVEN CLEAR THAT HE EULLY 
UNDERSTOOD THE IMPLICATIONS OP WHAT HE SEEMED TO BE SAYING. 
BUT IT WAS CLEAR THAT NEITHER HE NOR M. KUTOVOI WANTED 

TO DENY POSITIVELY THAT THERE HAD BEEN A SHIFT IN THE 
EASTERN POSITION ON THIS POINT. PROBABLY THEY FELT THAT 
THEY WERE BEING DRAWN ON TO GROUND ON WHICH THEY WERE 
WITHOUT CLEAR INSTRUCTIONS AND WERE UNCERTAIN EXACTLY 
HOW M. KHLESTOV WANTED THE HAND PLAYED. 

END TEXTRESOR 
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